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1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 05 September 2006 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1. Claims 5, 6, 9, 14 and 17 objected to because of the following informalities: 
there is no antecedent basis for the terms "the spring element" in claims 5 and 17, "the 
radial raised areas" in claim 6, "the raised areas" in claim 9, and "the axial shoulder" in 
claim 14. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 5, 7-9, 11, 15, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

For claims 5, 7-9, 11, and 17, the phrase "in particular", and the phrase 
"especially" in claim 15, does not definitively point out and distinctly claim the invention, 
and therefore render the claims indefinite because it is unclear whether the limitation(s) 
following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-6, 10, 11, and 13-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Wehrle et al. (WIPO Document No.: WO 3067742 A1), and further in 

view of Oberle et al. (German Patent Document No.: DE 100 53 245 A1). 

For claim 1, Wehrle et al. disclose a rotor of an electrical machine having at least 
one permanent magnet (reference numeral 2, see figure 1), which is embodied as a 
hollow cylinder and which has axial contact faces that cooperate with corresponding 
axial clamping faces (reference numeral 7) of at least one retaining element (reference 
numeral 4), with which element the permanent magnet is secured to the rotor (see 
figure 1). Wehrle et al. do not specifically teach at least one of the clamping faces 
having a knurling extending in the radial direction. 

Oberle et al. teach a holding element (reference numeral 23, figures 4, 5) having 
a knurling extending in the radial direction. 

It would have been obvious to have this configuration, since the invention of 
Oberle et al. is related to securing components to the rotor (see the Abstract), the same 
problem the claimed invention is concerned with, therefore enabling a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to use this technique in the invention of Wehrle et al. 

For claim 2, Oberle et al. teach the knurling having radial grooves and axially 
pointed raised areas which extend in the radial direction (see figure 4), and it would 
have been obvious to include this for the reasons given above for claim 1. 
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For claim 3, Wehre et al. teach the retaining element having a ring element (see 
figures 1-3), on whose axial side, the clamping face is integrally formed (see figures 1- 

For claim 4, Wehrle et al. teach the retaining element having a spring element 
(reference numeral 7, see figures 2, 3), which presses the clamping face against the 
contact face with a contact pressure (figure 1). 

For claim 5, Wehrle et al. teach the spring element (reference numeral 7, see 
figures 2, 3) being braced axially and radially on the retaining element and elastically 
supporting the permanent magnet (see figure 1). 

For claim 6, since it would have been obvious to have the radial raised areas as 
explained for claim 2 above, then it would have been obvious for a person skilled in the 
art to include this in the invention of Wehrle et al. and have it engage the inside of the 
contact face of the permanent magnet for the purpose of transmitting a torque between 
the permanent magnet and the retaining element and/or to center the permanent 
magnet radially to the rotor. 

For claim 10, Wehrle et al. disclose the rotor having a rotor shaft (reference 
numeral 3), embodied as a magnetic short circuit (see figure 1), which is surrounded by 
a ring element that has the clamping face (reference numeral 7). 

For claim 1 1 , Wehrle et al. teach the retaining element having a radial collar 
(reference numeral 5, see figure 1) on which the permanent magnet can be braced for 
radial precentering. 
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For claim 13, Wehrle et ai. teach the retaining element being embodied as a 
sleeve with an axial shoulder on which the contact face is braced (see figure 1). 

For claim 14, Wehrle et al. illustrate the axial shoulder of the retaining element 
being embodied as the clamping face (see figure 1). 

For claim 15, it would have been obvious to make the permanent magnet, on its 
inside face, have extensions with which the permanent magnet is pressed against the 
sleeve for precentering, since this would involve a mere change in the shape of the 
component, and this claimed configuration is just one of numerous configurations a 
person of ordinary skill in the art would find obvious for the purpose of securing 
components of an invention. In re Dailey 149 USPQ 47, 50 (CCPA 1966). See also 
Glue Co. v. Upton 97 US 3,24 (USSC 1878). 

For claim 16, it would have been obvious to have the retaining element be 
embodied as a magnetic short circuit, since this would involve a mere change in the 
position of a component, and it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention 
involves only routine skill in the art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

For claim 17, Wehrle et al. teach the spring element being embodied as a speed 
nut (reference numeral 7, see figures 1-3), which is braced directly on the sleeve and in 
particular rests directly on one of the contact faces (see figure 1). 

6. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wehrle et 
al. and Oberle et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Oshima et al. 
(US Patent Application Pub. No.: US 2004/0046469 A1). 
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For claim 7, the inventions of Wehrle et al. and Oberle et al. teach the claimed 
invention except for the permanent magnet being manufactured of sintered material or 
plastic-bonded material. 

Oshima et al. disclose a rotor having magnets of sintered material (see 
paragraph [0054], and figure 4). 

It would have been obvious to include this configuration for the magnets, since 
the invention of Oshima et al. is related to rotors for electrical machines, and a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been able to make the magnets out of a known 
material for its suitability in the invention, such as the material taught by Oshima et al. 

7. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wehrle et 
al. and Oberle et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Hamamura et al. 
(US Patent Application Pub. No.: US 2004/0051415 A1). 

For claim 8, it would have been obvious to make the permanent magnet have a 
coating, since the reference of Hamamura et al. disclose resin coating (see paragraph 
[0004]), and it would have been within the knowledge of a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to select a coating that is softer than the material of the raised areas for the purpose 
of protecting the magnet against corrosion. 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wehrle et 
al. and Oberle et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Montagu (US 
Patent No.: 5936324). 
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For claim 9, it would have been obvious to have the raised areas be 
manufactured of harder material than the permanent magnet or the coating, and have a 
coefficient of thermal expansion that is adapted to the permanent magnet used, since 
this would involve selecting a preferred material to form a component, which has been 
held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art. Also the invention of Montagu 
teaches a rotor in which the ends that are supporting the magnet are made of a certain 
coefficient of thermal expansion that would adapt to the permanent magnet (column 3, 
lines 47-52). 

9. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wehrle 
et al. and Oberle et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Huynh (US 
Patent No.: 5942829). 

For claim 12, it would have been obvious to have the retaining element be fixed 
on the rotor shaft by means of securing rings, spring components, laser welding, 
adhesive bonding, material deformation, or shrink-fitting, since these types of fixing 
means are well known in the art at the time the invention was made, such as shrink 
fitting as exhibited by Huynh (see column 4, lines 15-17). 

10. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wehrle 
et al. and Oberle et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Suzuki et al. 
(US Patent Application Pub. No.: US 2002/0130577 A1). 
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For claim 18, it would have been obvious to have the permanent magnet 
cooperate with a Hall sensor, since Suzuki et al. teach a rotor with a magnet 
cooperating with a Hall sensor (see paragraph [0037]), and a person of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been able to have this configuration for the purpose of detecting the 
rotational position of the rotor. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See PTO-892. 

1 2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alex W. Mok whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
9084. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5:00 Eastern Time, 1st Friday 
off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Darren E. Schuberg can be reached on. (571) 272-2044. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Alex W. Mok 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2834 

AM 



